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DETAILED ACTION 

Election/Restrictions 

1 . Applicant's election with traverse of Claims 29-40 and 52-59 in the reply filed on 23 June 
2008 is acknowledged. The traversal is on the ground(s) that Broadway covers the fiber 
arrangement with a melt blown web, and does not impregnate with a resin. This is not found 
persuasive because the Broadway reference suggests that the adhesive need not be fiberized, but 
can be formed by a doctor blade (12:37, not fiberized) and can also penetrate into the fiber 
network (10:5-6). Further, Broadway teaches that significant impregnation of adhesive into the 
network is known (10:1-4), thus suggesting that the special technical feature is known and 
conventional in the art, and therefore does not make a contribution over the prior art. 

2. With respect to the DE 10005202 reference, Applicants point to elements present in the 
reference which are absent from the claimed invention, but do not point to any element of the 
special technical feature absent from the reference or from the analysis of the special technical 
feature set forth in the previous action. 

3. With respect to the burden, the classification is merely one method of demonstrating 
burden. Applicants have not particularly argued that any of the cited sources of burden is absent 
in this case. As Applicants have also pointed out, "unity of invention" criteria must be applied, 
but have not cited to any authority for the conclusion that a showing of burden is required to 
fulfill the "unity of invention" criteria. 

4. The requirement is still deemed proper and is therefore made FINAL. 



Application/Control Number: 10/507,403 Page 3 

Art Unit: 1791 

Drawings 

5. The drawings are objected to under 37 CFR 1.83(a). The drawings must show every 
feature of the invention specified in the claims. Therefore, the "extrusion" operation of Claim 52 
must be shown or the feature(s) canceled from the claim(s). No new matter should be entered. 

6. Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1 . 121(d) are required in reply to 
the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended replacement drawing 
sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate prior version of the sheet, 
even if only one figure is being amended. The figure or figure number of an amended drawing 
should not be labeled as "amended." If a drawing figure is to be canceled, the appropriate figure 
must be removed from the replacement sheet, and where necessary, the remaining figures must 
be renumbered and appropriate changes made to the brief description of the several views of the 
drawings for consistency. Additional replacement sheets may be necessary to show the 
renumbering of the remaining figures. Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of an 
application must be labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" 
pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .121(d). If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, the applicant will 
be notified and informed of any required corrective action in the next Office action. The 
objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

7. The drawings are objected to as failing to comply with 37 CFR 1 .84(p)(5) because they 
include the following reference characters) not mentioned in the description: at least items 56 
and 59-65. Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d), or amendment to the 
specification to add the reference character(s) in the description in compliance with 37 CFR 



Application/Control Number: 10/507,403 Page 4 

Art Unit: 1791 

1 . 121(b) are required in reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any 
amended replacement drawing sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate 
prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is being amended. Each drawing sheet 
submitted after the filing date of an application must be labeled in the top margin as either 
"Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121(d). If the changes are not 
accepted by the examiner, the applicant will be notified and informed of any required corrective 
action in the next Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

8. The information disclosure statement filed 13 September 2004 fails to comply with 37 
CFR 1.98(a)(2), which requires a legible copy of each cited foreign patent document; each non- 
patent literature publication or that portion which caused it to be listed; and all other information 
or that portion which caused it to be listed. It has been placed in the application file, but certain 
references have not been considered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

9. Claims 52-59 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. Claims 52 and 53 recite that the blanks are placed in a press until the requisite 
wall thickness is achieved, and then extrusion is carried out in a known manner. While 
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Applicant may be their own lexicographer, the use of "extrusion" in this context contradicts the 
use of a press, making this claim indefinite because it cannot be determined whether Applicants 
actually seek a pressing process (as depicted in Fig. 3) or an extrusion process (as claimed). A 
press, as shown in Fig. 3, items 62-65 produces an article by pressing. The claims recite that the 
resin-impregnated mat is placed into a press, suggesting that Fig. 3 demonstrates the claimed 
embodiment. However, ordinary definitions of the claimed extrusion would require shaping of 
material by forcing through a die, and not merely forming between two dies or molds. Since the 
two claim constructions are contradictory, one must be selected for examination. The use of a 
press (Claims 52 and 53) is corroborated by Fig. 3, and so the "extrusion" operation is believed 
to be a pressing process. 

10. Claim 32 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. With respect to Claim 32, the claim does not actually recite any direction for 
alignment, and therefore it is unclear how to interpret the claim. 

1 1 . Claims 52-59 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. There is no antecedent basis for the backing and covering film. Claims 54-59 are 
rejected by dependence. Also note that Claim 56 appears to incorrectly depend on Claim 42. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

12. Claims 29-37, 39, and 40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Trudeau (US 5,209,804) in view of Nishimura (US 4,622,254). As to Claim 29, Trudeau 
teaches a cutting process in which a preprcg material is drawn off in one piece from a roll (Fig. 
1, item 28) and cut to size according to a given contour (Fig. 1, items 23 and 25). It is submitted 
that the fiber orientation in the pieces cut by Trudeau would obviously be matched to the loading 
forces to be placed on the component. 

Trudeau is silent to the particular prepreg claimed in Claim 29. However, Nishimura 
teaches a non-woven fabric reinforcement of a resin-impregnated mat from at least one layer of 
intersecting endless fibers which would obviously resemble a textile when its various layers are 
overlapped as depicted in Fig. 7. 

It would have been prima facie obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to incorporate the method of Nishimura into that of Trudeau because (a) Trudeau 
suggests prepreg materials and Nishimura provides a prepreg which one would have recognized 
as being of the type suggested by Trudeau, or (b) the combination merely provides a known 
material (Nishimura) in a known process (Trudeau) in which the material would have been 
desirable. 
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As to Claims 30-37, 39, and 40, Nishimura teaches a non-woven material built from 
layers having different alignment Fig. 7, items la-3), wherein at least one layer is 
unidirectionally aligned (Fig. 7, item 3), wherein the multitude of non-woven materials would 
obviously provide alignment in the effective direction of any force or wherein one would have 
found it obvious to reinforce in the stress direction (Fig. 7), wherein the mat is impregnated with 
resin (7:40-46) thereby joining the fibers to one another at their intersections, wherein an angle 
of intersection between the fiber includes 45 degrees which is interpreted to be a conventional 
textile configuration (3:25-3 1, 2:35-45), wherein the mat is built from several layers of non- 
woven material and wherein each interface exhibits a textile structure (Fig. 7, items 3/5 and 6/4), 
wherein the individual angles can be different (so long as they fulfill the 25-65 degree condition 
at 2:35-45), wherein the fibers are carbon (6:20-28), and wherein the fibers would obviously be 
prepared for flow (prepregs would obviously be prepared for pressing since the resin is not fully 
cured, 4:26). 

13. Claim 38 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Trudeau (US 
5,209,804) in view of Nishimura (US 4,622,254), and further in view of Woelfel (US 4,294,639). 
Trudeau and Nishimura teach the subject matter of Claim 29 above under 35 USC 103(a). As to 
Claim 38, Trudeau and Nishimura appear to be silent to the claimed random fibers. However, 
prepregs having unidirectional fibers and chopped fibers in combination are conventional. See 
Woelfel, Figs. 1 and 16-18. It would have been prima facie obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to incorporate the method of Woelfel into the modified 
process of Trudeau because (a) Trudeau suggests prepregs without limitation to any particular 
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configuration, and Woelfel provides a prepreg, or (b) the combination merely provides a known 
prepreg configuration into a known process which utilizes prepregs, or (c) one would have been 
motivated to substitute the particular chopped fibers into the modified method of Trudeau in 
order to provide a material having more isotropic properties (strength in all directions). 

14. Claims 52-59 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Trudeau 
(US 5,209,804) in view of Nishimura (US 4,622,254), and further in view of Livingston (US 
3,881,978). As to Claims 52 and 53, Nishimura suggests heating under pressure (1 :20-21) and 
the particular non-woven reinforcement configuration claimed (see the rejection of Claim 29), 
and Trudeau teaches a resin-impregnated mat produced by drawing off from a roll as a web and 
cutting a blank having a crude contour (see the rejection of Claim 29), but the references appear 
to be silent to the blanks being placed into a press to reach a wall thickness, peeling off the 
backing and covering film, and pressing in a known manner. It is submitted, however, that 
Livingston teaches providing a backing sheet and a covering sheet (items 4 and 8), which are 
removed before pressing (Example 1), and that these aspects are conventional for use with 
prepregs. Multiple layers are stacked and pressed between plates in a known manner (5:48-60). 
Note that these teachings are somewhat redundant over those already found in the Trudeau 
reference (column 1). It would have been prima facie obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of the invention to incorporate the method of Livingston into that of the modified 
Trudeau process because Trudeau suggests a laminate pressing process (which Livingston 
provides), and one would have incorporated the improvement of Livingston (the backing and 
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covering sheets) into the Trudeau process in order to avoid spreading resin over the cutting and 
handling apparatus. 

Regarding Claims 54-59, Trudeau teaches substantially the claimed cutting device 
operated in the substantially the same manner. As to Claims 54 and 55, Trudeau teaches a 
numerically controlled cutter which would operate automatically by computer control (150). As 
to Claims 56 and 57, Trudeau teaches a pickup device (column 4, especially 4:29-59), and one 
would have found it obvious to use the Trudeau device to place directly into the mold cavity also 
suggested by Trudeau (1 :54-65). As to Claims 58 and 59, it is submitted that because all of the 
operations of Trudeau are numerically controlled (column 4), that there would obviously be a 
computer code stored in the computer to control all of the claimed operations. In the alternative, 
it would have been obvious to provide a code which controls all of the claimed operations. 



Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to MATTHEW J. DANIELS whose telephone number is (571)272- 
2450. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday, 8:00 am - 4:30 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Christina Johnson can be reached on (571) 272-1 176. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Matthew J. Daniels/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 1791 

9/2/08 



